My colleagues in this special issue of the Pacific Historical
Review offer instructive, indeed compelling, visions for new directions we ought to take in the study of Asian American history. I am happy to endorse their ideas. Yet, even as we propose new directions and paradigms for Asian American historical studies, we ought to pause and consider an older, yet ever-morphing issue: Who is an Asian American? The answer to that question has changed dramatically-in fact, several times-over the years since the Asian American coalition was first formed in the 1960s and 1970s. The definition of who is an Asian American shows signs of changing yet again in the first decade of the twenty-first century. The possibilities and imperatives faced by historians of Asian America depend a great deal on whether and how such definitional changes may take place.
but those constituted separate communities. During World War II most Chinese and Filipino Americans very much disliked Japanese Americans for reasons having to do with the actions of their ancestral homelands' governments and armies.
Two experiences prepared the ground for the formation of a panethnic Asian American identity: European Americans' Orientalism and propinquity among Asian American peoples. Orientalism has been a persistent theme in Western culture, and it had much to do with the way that Asian-descended peoples have been treated throughout their history in the United States. More enduring than the imagery laid on other immigrant groups, the idea of the Oriental has affected Asian-descended Americans from the middle of the nineteenth century to the present. The idea that there is a fundamental divide between East and West goes back at least to the account of the war between Greece and Persia by Herodotus in the fifth century BCE.
Edward Said described the degree to which the idea of the Orient was an unexamined assumption in European culture: "'Oriental'. . . . designated Asia or the East, geographically, morally, culturally. One could speak in Europe of an Oriental personality, an Oriental atmosphere, an Oriental tale, Oriental despotism, or an Oriental mode of production, and be understood."
3 Émile Durkheim and Karl Marx believed in it, as did Benjamin Disraeli and Theodore Roosevelt. In the idea of the Orient, everything from the Bosporus and Nile to Honolulu and Tokyo became one undifferentiated place. People as utterly unlike one another as Egyptians, Koreans, Bengalis, and Vietnamese somehow were melded together into a single, faceless mass in the White imagination-even while 3. Edward Said, Orientalism (New York, 1978) . Other sources on Orientalism include: Herodotus, The Persian Wars, trans. Aubrey de Selincourt (Baltimore, 1954) ; Christina Klein, Cold War Orientalism: Asia in the Middlebrow Imagination, 1945 -1961 (Berkeley, 2003 ; Robert G. Lee, Orientals: Asian Americans in Popular Culture (Philadelphia, 1999) Vietnamese, Bengalis, Koreans, and Egyptians did not see one another as part of the same group at all.
In the nineteenth century Europeans of various sorts, including European Americans, encountered a multitude of different peoples in Asia on various colonial trajectories. This reinvigorated Orientalism as one particular kind of racist justification for imperial conquest and exploitation-the British in India, the French and Dutch in Southeast Asia, everyone in China. One learned of "Oriental coolies" as a distinctive type of labor-cheap, exploitable, faceless, and disposable, without human individuality or will. In the eyes of Western traders, according to Stuart Miller, Orientals were "ridiculously clad, superstitious ridden, dishonest, crafty, cruel, and marginal members of the human race who lacked the courage, intelligence, skill, and will to do anything about the oppressive despotism under which they lived or the stagnating social conditions that surrounded them." Missionaries wanted to save Orientals from their natural state: "lechery, dishonesty, xenophobia, cruelty, despotism, filth, and intellectual inferiority." 4 Such ideas endure. They have framed the experiences of Asians in the United States from the 1850s to the 2000s. Many White people have difficulty telling Asian Americans apart; few Asian Americans give evidence of a reciprocal inability. More than any other people except Arab Americans, Asian Americans have been regarded as eternal foreigners in the United States. The antiChinese and anti-Japanese movements made much of the alleged unassimilability of Asians into American culture and values. To this day, hardly an Asian American lives who has not heard, and more than a few times, some version of the question, "Where are you from?" If the answer given is "Chicago," inevitably a follow-up is asked: "No, where are you really from?" by which the White questioner means, "What foreign country is your real home?"
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In the two decades that followed World War II, Japanese, Chinese, and Filipino Americans did in fact begin to have common experiences that led them to form another panethnicity: Asian Americans. In the 1950s and 1960s, a generation grew up in American streets and schools, and they were very often the same streets 4. Stuart Creighton Miller, The Unwelcome Immigrant: The American Image of the Chinese, 1785 -1882 (Berkeley, 1969 and schools. 6 In Seattle, it was a swath of the Central Area, from Chinatown to Rainier Valley to Beacon Hill, where working-class Filipino, Chinese, and Japanese American families lived near one another. In San Francisco, it was Chinatown, Russian Hill, and the Western Addition. In Los Angeles, it was the span from Chinatown through Little Tokyo and on to Boyle Heights. In Honolulu, the district ran from Makiki to Kalihi. Youth of the American-born generation went to school together, played ball together, ran the streets together, and were treated by their teachers and other Whites as if they were all one set of people. The other racial group with whom they interacted in those same schools and neighborhoods (except in Honolulu) were African Americans; although there were friendships between Blacks and Asians, they remained distinct peoples.
Asian Americans first went to college in large numbers in the 1960s. There-at UCLA, Berkeley, San Francisco State, the University of Washington, and other urban, public West Coast collegesthey became politicized in the second half of the 1960s by the Civil Rights Movement and the Vietnam War. They saw that the Civil Rights and Black Power movements started to bring changes to the problems of Black communities. The student activists who were forming Black student unions and agitating for Black studies courses were very often people whom the Asians had known in high school. It was a short step for those Asians from witnessing such activism on the part of Black friends to becoming activists themselves.
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The Vietnam War was crucial. Asian Americans were not overrepresented among those drafted and killed, as was the case for Blacks and Chicanos. Still, the rhetoric of the war was racialized, and the racism was directed against Asians. Americans heard endlessly of "gooks" and "slopes" and that "life is cheap in the Orient." Asian GIs came home to tell of being the targets of suspicion and racist slurs from their comrades in arms. A sheltered Chinese American girl of nineteen joined an antiwar group in 1970 and passed out leaflets in a West Coast suburb. She was told repeatedly 6. This is described in detail in Paul R. Spickard, Japanese Americans: The Formation and Transformations of an Ethnic Group (New York, 1996), 65-68, 135-138 [1968] [1969] , which demanded specific programs of study oriented to Blacks, Asians, American Indians, and Chicanos, was quickly copied by students at Berkeley, the University of Washington, and other schools. Out of that flurry of organizing came ethnic studies programs and the first concerted attempt by the academy to address the experiences of people of color in the United States. Those programs gave theoretical coherence and institutional support to the emerging Asian American panethnicity. William Wei has described the process by which Asian American students and activists created a common Asian American identity: [T] he Black Power movement made Asian Americans realize that they too had been defined by European American attitudes and dominated by an Eurocentric culture. They had to rethink who they were and re-create their own cultural identity, forging distinct Asian ethnic group identities into a pan-Asian one. The foundation for this unique identity was their experience as Asians in America-a common history of oppression and resistance that would serve as the basis for a "bold culture, unashamed and true to itself." 9 At the same time, young Asians began to turn their attention toward the communities from which they had come. Some of that attention was directed along ethnic-specific lines, as when Chinese Americans went into Oakland's Chinatown to run athletic programs for youth and medical clinics for the elderly. But some crossed ethnic lines, as when Chinese, Japanese, and Filipinos demonstrated together throughout the 1970s and even fought against police to keep developers from razing the International Hotel, a residence 8. Conversation with the author, San Francisco, 1970. 9. Wei, The Asian American Movement, 42. "Asian American" was chosen over the White-inflected "Oriental" because, as was often said in the movement, "Orientals are objects like rugs. Asians are people." for old, poor, single Filipino men in San Francisco.
10 Increasingly, social service agencies and political efforts took on a pan-Asian cast, such as the Asian American Mental Health Training Center, the Asian American Law Caucus, the Asian American Political Alliance. Partly it was a matter of numbers: Perhaps Filipinos alone could not garner much attention, but Asians together had about three times as many constituents. Increasingly it became a matter of a self-consciously chosen additional identity as Asian Americans. Other, less overtly political entities also began to make the change: the National Asian American Telecommunications Association, the Asian American Women's Business Roundtable, the Westminster Asian American Church, and so on.
Common racialized experiences led Asian Americans to react together as one. A marker for Asian American panethnic community formation was the murder of Vincent Chin. On the night of June 19, 1982, Chin met some friends in a Detroit bar to celebrate his upcoming wedding. The American car industry was then in desperate straits. Thousands were out of work, and White Detroit residents blamed the Japanese-not the Japanese government or the Japanese auto industry, but anyone they saw as a Japanese person. Chin was a Chinese American. Two White autoworkers, Ronald Ebens and Michael Nitz, accosted Chin and called him a "Jap." They chased him out of the bar, caught him, and beat him to death with a baseball bat. None of the facts are in dispute. Still, Ebens and Nitz were convicted of relatively minor offenses, and neither of them served time in jail. The murder of Vincent Chin galvanized Asian Americans across the country as they realized that they too were at risk as Asians in American society. The fact that Chin was Chinese, not Japanese, had not kept him from being killed. The fact that he was a native-born American, not a foreigner, did not protect him either. The thought that a judge and jury found it understandable, perhaps even reasonable, that Nitz and Ebens would kill him cast a chill through the hearts of Asian Americans everywhere. By the 1980s the idea that Asian Americans were a single panethnic group whose members had a lot in common across lines of ancestral ethnic nationality had become a fairly unremarkable feature of life, not only on the West Coast but in communities all across the nation. Yet it was always the case that some peoples were closer to the heart of the Asian American coalition than others. In the 1970s the core ethnic groups were Chinese and Japanese Americans, with Filipino Americans relegated to a second circle (Figure 1) .
The Immigration Act of 1965 removed the racial bar against Asian immigration, and the numbers of Asian immigrants soared. By the 1990s Asian Americans had become the fastest-growing American racial minority (in percentage terms), and the countries from which they or their ancestors came multiplied. Chinese and Filipinos continued to arrive in large numbers, but hundreds of thousands of others came from Korea, Taiwan, Vietnam, and other countries in Southeast Asia. The forces of globalization brought many more from India, Pakistan, and elsewhere in South and Southwest Asia. By the end of the twentieth century the Asian American coalition had grown in size and in the number of its constituent parts, but some groups were still generally regarded to be near the cans by non-Pacific Islanders. The U.S. Census long included Hawaiians, Samoans, Tongans, Maori, Chamorros, and other Pacific Island peoples in their aggregate numbers for Asian Americans. Sometimes the lumping has been done by Asian Americans, but very seldom by Pacific Islanders. Some histories, textbooks, and anthologies on Asian American subjects have routinely included treatment of Pacific Islanders. 13 Others have routinely ignored them.
14 There were plenty of Pacific Islanders in the United States when the Asian American coalition was founded, but they were not then part of that coalition.
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In the early 1980s some people associated with the Asian American intellectual movement attempted to explore whether and in what ways Pacific Islanders might become part of the Asian American coalition. For the first year or two of its existence, the Association for Asian American Studies (AAAS) included "/Pacific" in its title, but not significantly in its membership; the organization discontinued that rhetorical inclusion shortly thereafter. Sucheng Chan, Douglas Lee, Alexander Mamak, and Pat Luce explored the question of whether to include Pacific Islanders in an Asian and Pacific American coalition. Chan concluded:
Some years later [after the beginning of the Asian American movement], the adjective "Pacific" got grafted onto the term "Asian Americans" to form the compound "Asian Pacific Americans." This, too, was a political act. . . . It was thought that lumping the two groups together would 17 Several scholars, noting that Hawaiians, Maori, Chamorros, Samoans, and other Pacific Islanders had long been active in the AAAS, asked that the name of the scholarly association be changed again, to include Pacific Islanders-but this time, to really include them. Scholars like Vicente Diaz, Davianna Pomaika'i McGregor, Amy Ku'uleialoha Stillman, and Joanne Rondilla cited the long, intertwined history of people who have conventionally been regarded as Pacific Islanders and those regarded as Asians. They pointed to the manifest linkages between how American colonialism has been experienced by some Pacific Island peoples such as Hawaiians, Samoans, and Chamorros, and how it has been experienced by some Asians (Filipinos, especially, but also Japanese, Vietnamese, and others). They pointed to the large numbers of Filipinos, Japanese, Chinese, and other Asians who have been in the Pacific in the modern era, as well as to ancient trade and cultural links between island and continental peoples. The panethnic concepts "Asian" and "Pacific Islander" mask profound differences between some of their constituent groups. Punjabis and Koreans share very little history or experience, yet they are in the Asian American coalition. Hawaiians and Solomon Islanders likewise have very little common history or experience, yet they are both Pacific Islanders. On the other hand, Filipinos are considered to be in the Asian American coalition and Chamorros in the Pacific Islander coalition, despite the fact that Filipinos and Chamorros share vast amounts of common history, culture, and social placement. Not all the history between Asian and Pacific Islander Americans is common history; sometimes it has been a history of oppositional interests and actions, as the ongoing discussion of "Asian settler colonialism" in Hawai'i suggests.
19 But Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders have had a great deal of intertwined history, and it will be useful as we go forward to explore the intertwining, even as we recognize that Pacific Islanders are not a subset of Asian America.
What would it mean for historians of Asian America consciously to ask ourselves: How do the issues that I think I am seeing in my study of Asian Americans look different if I consider the situations of Pacific Island peoples as well? I think we might well have a much greater appreciation for the flexible and contingent nature of ethnic coalitions, as well as for the role played by American (and perhaps other nations') colonialism. We might want to open up our inquiry to talk about the links between the American colonial projects in California, in Hawai'i, in the Philippines, and in Southwest Asia into the twenty-first century. We might want to think critically about Asian immigrants' complicity in Japanese colonialism in Micronesia and in American colonialism in Hawai'i. 20. Mark R. Peattie, Nan'yo: The Rise and Fall of the Japanese in Micronesia, 1885 -1945 (Honolulu, 1988 ; Fujikane and Okamura, Whose Vision? sight of their existence. 21 In the mid-1990s a tall, slim, pale, chestnuthaired, hazel-eyed student stood up and accosted the instructor of an Asian American studies class at a renowned West Coast university. The professor had been speaking about Asian Americans as if they were a racially pure people, as if there had been no mixing and blending between Asians and other Americans. The student declared: "Look at me. I am the face of Asian America."
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The student had a point. Outmarriage by several Asian American groups-particularly Filipinos, Japanese, and Vietnamesehas been increasing since the latter 1940s. The rate now hovers around 50 percent for those three groups, and other groups are not far behind. Maria Root talks of an "interracial baby boom" following the Loving v. Virginia U.S. Supreme Court decision of 1967, which overturned state antimiscegenation laws. As Yen Espiritu has pointed out, there has been a lot more mixing going on for a lot longer time than is commonly acknowledged:
I often say proudly that I am all Vietnamese. But this statement is not quite true. My family has always been much more multiracial and multiethnic than this simple declaration acknowledges. . . . [M]y fifth auntie recently told me that my paternal great-grandmother was of Chinese descent. Since the age of twelve, I have been raised by both my Vietnamese mother and my White American stepfather-a relationship that has not only nurtured my personal growth but has also taught me much about the possibilities and realities of cross-racial families. As an adult, I now revel in my own multiethnic family: my husband is Filipino, and my young children are learning about both their Vietnamese and Filipino heritages as well as the more abstract "Asian American" grouping. . . . [M] any Asian Americans insist on monoraciality and fail to see the multiracial and multicultural realities in our everyday lives. . . . Asian America, by definition, is multiracial and . . . this multiraciality provides us the critical space to explore the strategic importance of cross-group affiliation-not only among Asians but also with other kin groups. 23 In writing a book about skin-tone preferences among Asian Americans, my fellow researchers and I found that, when we asked almost any Asian American to go back in his or her family history more than a few generations, they were almost uniformly surprised to find out that there was someone two or three generations back who was mixed with another Asian nationality, or with someone White or Black or Latino, whose story had been erased from official family memory. 24 Chinese have been mixing with most of the peoples of Southeast Asia for centuries, to the point where most Filipino, Cambodian, Vietnamese, Thai, Lao, and Burmese Americans have at least some Chinese ancestry. Many Vietnamese and Cambodian Americans have elements of the other group's ethnic ancestry within their family lines. Throughout the first half of the twentieth century, Punjabi men made families with Mexican American women in California's San Joaquin and Imperial valleys. 25 Filipino and Mexican Americans have been living in the same towns and neighborhoods, working at the same jobs, and often being members of the same families since at least the 1930s. 26 Most Pacific Islander Americans have multiple ancestries-mixed Tongan and Samoan, Maori and Pakeha, Hawaiian and Haole, Chamorro and Filipino, and so on and on. 27 What would it mean for historians of Asian America consciously to ask ourselves: How do the issues that I think I am seeing among Asian Americans look different if I consider the situations of multiracial Asian Americans as well? It may be that the options and ambiguities surrounding an individual's identity will be as important as the single-group commitments. It will surely be that the nature and prospects of any group will immediately look very much more complex. If we explore racial and ethnic multiplicity in Asian American history, we open ourselves up to thinking about connections between groups, and not just between groups that have traditionally been included in the Asian American coalition.
Adoptees. One of the places in Asian American history where the multiracial story must be told is with respect to international and transracial adoption. According to the online adoption service Adoption.com, each year more than 20,000 people come to the United States as international adoptees-in 2005, more than 8,000 from China alone.
28 By far the majority of such people become part of multiracial families; many of them join White families in the American heartland. At various times since World War II, Japan, Korea, and Vietnam have sent large numbers of multiracial adoptees-presumably the children of U.S. GIs-to the United States. The rule of thumb in Korean adoptee activist circles is that one in ten Korean Americans is an adoptee (I don't know of any authoritative figure on this). Yet no one has written the history of international adoptees as Asian Americans, nor even as immigrants. 29 The field has been left to social workers, novelists, anthropologists, and adoptees themselves to tell their stories. Those stories, as told by such people, almost never explore whether and how such people might be considered part of Asian America. -ininternational-adoption-2003 -ininternational-adoption- .html (accessed Feb. 5, 2007 31 Perhaps it is partly that, as with Pacific Islander Ameri-cans, there is nowhere else on the ethnic studies map for such people to find a home, and the Asian American coalition has always shown some flexibility and welcome. Let me point to issues where the experiences of Asian Americans and Arab and Middle Eastern Americans have considerable resonance, even commonality. The first is Orientalism. Arab and other Middle Eastern Americans experienced the Europeangenerated, eastward-looking Orientalism about which Edward Said wrote and that was defined mainly by images of Turkey, Arabia, and Persia. That is quite a different thing from the westwardlooking Orientalism, built on contemplation of China and Japan, that focused American Orientalist thinkers. White Americans may call both Japanese Americans and Arab Americans Orientals, but they do not really think of them as the same sort of people, whereas they do think of Japanese and Chinese as pretty much the same. Yet the two Orientalisms overlap and come together in many places, not least in the study of Asian religions in America (which must be distinguished from the study of the religious experiences of Asian Americans).
A connected Orientalism contributes to the fact that Asian Americans and Middle Eastern Americans are the two largest immigrant groups who have never quite overcome their immigrant status, no matter how many generations they may have lived in the United States. Other Americans see Asians, Arabs, Persians, and other Middle Eastern peoples as eternal foreigners, much as White Americans treat U.S. citizens of East and South Asian descent as if they were from a foreign land. Vincent Chin was murdered because his attackers took him for a citizen of Japan. In 1996 a Seattle newspaper combed the records of contributors to American-born Gary Locke's gubernatorial campaign for non-citizen Chinese names; they did not look for non-citizen English or Scandinavian names in his opponent's contributor lists. Asian American scientists have lost their jobs, and one was incarcerated without cause, in a racist scare campaign in the 1990s that alleged Asian Americans were giving secrets to the People's Republic of China. 32 Just as numerous are the cases of people of Middle Eastern ancestry being cast as foreigners by White Americans. If one asks the average American to describe an Arab, a Muslim, or someone whose ancestors are from the Middle East, out comes a chilling description of a terrorist or sinister oil baron. Almost no one talks about Ralph Nader, John Zogby, and Danny Thomas as Arab Americans.
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Arab and Asian Americans have a linked history with regard to a series of court cases from the 1910s and 1920s that decided definitively who was White (and therefore allowed to become a naturalized citizen) and who was not. The answers then were different: George Dow, a Lebanese immigrant, was judged first not White, but then the federal court reversed the decision and ruled that he was White after all. The court never had any question about Japaneseborn Takao Ozawa or Bhagat Singh Thind, an immigrant from India: They were not White. Yet in the years after the oil shocks of 1974, and especially after the rise of violence in the 1990s by people whom White Americans chose to call Muslim terrorists, Arab and Middle Eastern Americans grew darker and darker in the White American imaginary.
34
In recent years, especially since September 11, 2001, several South Asian and Arab American scholars have begun to explore commonalities between their groups' experiences and ways in which they might form intellectual and political coalitions. One aspect of both communities is the large minority of Muslims in each. Another has to do with the ways in which both Asians and Middle Eastern Americans have experienced American colonialism at home and abroad. Then there is the conflation in White American (New York, 1996) . I deal with these issues at some length in Almost All Aliens. It is significant that only Asian and Middle Eastern peoples were found wanting on the Whiteness scale. Armenians were found to be White. No European-derived people ever had their Whiteness legally questioned. minds of Middle Eastern and South Asian-descended peoples. It is tragic, but not accidental, that several of the people murdered or attacked in hate crimes just after September 11 were not Muslims, nor Arabs, nor Middle Eastern Americans at all, but rather Sikhs. As journalist Tram Nguyen wrote of immigrants in the years since 9/11: "We are all suspects now." The commonalities of inquiry may be tied to the politics of particular historical moments, whereas the Asian American coalition has up until now been quite durable and has evolved only slowly.
The one issue that seems to tie all these threads together is U.S. colonialism around the world, and its creation of racial hierarchies both abroad and at home. American colonialism, Orientalism, and racism may make it necessary that historical inquiry be made on the basis of larger and shifting coalitions, rather than the simpler Asian American coalition of old. If historians of Asian America take up a more complex and shifting idea of who is an Asian American, we will have to make conscious, explicit choices of who we will regard as an Asian American as we address each project.
